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whether absolutely or by way of security, either the
property rights or the contractual rights, in as much as
the provisions of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, would
apply to goods to the value of £10 or more (o), and
although the assignment of the contractual rights might
be enforceable in equity, such an assignment would be
subject to all the disadvantages of an equitable assign-
ment, e.g., the assignee could not sue in his own name and
all interested parties would have to be joined in the
action (p).
section 3—assignment by hirer
Hirer.—The term " hirer" has been defined by
section 21 (i) of the Hire-Purchase Act, 1938, for the
purposes of that Act and in relation to the hire-purchase
agreements coming within the ambit of the Act as being :
" The person who takes or has taken goods from an
owner under a hire-purchase agreement and includes a
person to whom the hirer's rights or liabilities under the
agreement have passed by assignment or by operation of
law."
This definition recognises that a hirer may have an
assignable interest in the agreement. It has been
decided (q) that a hirer has such an interest in a hire-
purchase agreement, unless the agreement provides that
the hirer shall have no power to assign the goods or any
interest in them. Since the decision such a provision is
usually inserted in the agreement for the protection of the
owners. And, further, although in the ordinary course of
things a hire-purchase agreement is not in its nature so
(o) Ante, p. 10 et seq.
(p) Durham Bros. v. Robertson, [1898] 1 Q.B. 765, 774, C.A. ; 8
Digest 443, 196; Bergmann v. Macmillan (1881), 17 Ch. D. 423;
36 Digest 441, 1080. But see Brandt v. Dunlop, [1905] A.C. 454, 462
(8 Digest 445, 205}t where Lord Macnaghten says : " But no action is
now dismissed for want of parties." Presumably if not originally
joined, parties will be added, on terms, in the Court's discretion.
(q) Whiteley v. Hilt, [1918] 2 K.B. 808 ;   3 Digest 97, 262.

